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STATE OF INDIANA ) BEFORE THE INDIANA OFFICE OF
) SS: ENVIRONMENTAL ADJUDICATION
COUNTY OF MARION )
IN THE MATTER OF: )
)
OBJECTIONS TO THE DENIAL OF )
ISSUANCE OF SOLID WASTE )
FACILITY PERMIT ) CAUSE NO. 95-S-3-1274
GREENVIEW RECYCLING & DISPOSAL )
FACILITY (GREENVIEW LANDFILL) )
FOUNTAIN COUNTY, INDIANA )

ORDER DENYING NJK'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
AND FINAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL

l. Statement of the Case

On or about November 7, 1991, Triple G Landfilisc.I (Triple G”) filed a permit application
for Greenview Recycling and Disposal Facility. Fmin County, Indiana (“Greenview
Landfill”) with the Indiana Department of Environmtal Management (IDEM”). On August 24,
1992, the IDEM wrote Triple G specifying additionformation to be submitted regarding
Demonstration of Need. On March 8. 1993, G.E.Mviigmmental Management, Inc.,
submitted the information on behalf of Greenviewndfll. The IDEM, on August 18, 1994,
requested additional information from Triple G te submitted in the form of “needs letters.”
On May 3, 1995, G. Michael Shannon submitted tleested needs lettérsOn May 15, 1995,
the IDEM notified Triple G of the denial of theiepnit application.

! The permit application lists the applicant(s) ‘@siple G Landfills, Inc. Greenfield EnvironmentBlevelopment
Corporation.” Triple G (whose application mailiagidress is listed as: 9100 Keystone Crossing, Sife
Indianapolis, IN) was incorporated in Indiana, J@Te 1989. Greenfield Environmental DevelopmentpCor
(whose corporate address, according to the Indsataetary of State’s office, November 8. 20001103 S.E.
6th Street, 20th Floor. Ft. Lauderdale, FL (on timgginal permit application, the 9100 Keystone Ging
address was the only “applicant(s) address” praliolg applicants.)) is a Delaware corporation froloriea
that uses CT Corporation as its Indiana agent. “Tdmlity owner” signatory was Dallas C. Schnitzjugice
President. Triple G Landfills, Inc./GED.

In the original permit application, the “propertyioer(s)” is listed as NJK Farms. Inc.. 2811 UtickeP
Jeffersonville, IN. The “property owner” signatomas Norma Jean Muench, President, NJK Farms, Inc.

2 G. Michael Shannon, CEO of Triple G, submittee heeds letters as CEO, Victory Waste, Incorpdrétéose
address on the letterhead was: 9000 Keystone @psSuite 930, Indianapolis, IN).
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On June 2, 1995, this office received a Petition Review from Triple G (the person to whom
notice was given that the permit was denied). I&ri@ was represented by Sue Shadley.
Kathleen Mills appeared as counsel for the IDEMJaity 3, 1995. On July 12, 1996, NJK
Farms, Inc. (“NJK”), filed a Motion For SubstitutioOf Real Party In Interedt. George
Pendygraft appeared as counsel for NJK on a docufitemarked July 16, 1996. On July 17,
1996, Triple G filed a Motion For Leave To Resporitlizabeth Ziatos appeared for the IDEM
on July 19, 1996. The Office of Environmental Adigation (“OEA”), July, 23, 1996, entered
an Order granting Triple G's Motion for Leave tosRend’ On October 7, 1996, NJK moved
for Substitution of Real Party in Interest. On @r 28, 1996, NJK requested that it be joined
as an indispensable party.

The OEA on October 30, 1996, entered an OrderrngiMlJK as an Indispensable Party with
NJK captioned as successor in interest to Tripfe Bonn Wray appeared as co-counsel for NJK
on October 17, 1997. Margaret Felton appeareth®iDEM on August 3, 1998. Robert Keene
appeared for the IDEM on August 27, 1999. On Ndwenb, 1999, NJK filed a Motion for
Summary Judgmefit.On March 27. 2000, the IDEM submitted an AnsweeBin opposition

to the Motion for Summary Judgment. Orders fromAQEBntinued to be directed to Triple G
through its counsel. On May 19. 2000, NJK fileBeply to the IDEM’s Reply Brief.

George Pendygraft signed the Motion on behalGeorge Pendygraft, P.C.” According to NJK Farms.’s
biennial filing with the Indiana Secretary of Stass of May 14, 1997, the mailing address for Gedng
Pendygraft, P.C. was 9100 Keystone Cr., Suite B@llanapolis, IN.

*  Despite Triple G’s statement of their intentréspond to the NJK Motion for Substitution of R&alrty in
Interest by August 15, 1996 (see Triple G’s Motitor Leave To Respond, July 17, 1996) and severgli&sts
for Extension of Time to Respond (see Joint StRejgort, August 5, 1996, requesting a ninety (99) dizlay;
and Motion For Extension Of Time To File RespongeNJK Farms Inc.’s Motion For Substitution Of Real
Party In Interest, August 15, 1996, requestingirdytione (31) day delay) and this court granting #xtension
of time to September 16, 1996 for Triple G to Resp¢see Order Granting Joint Motion For Extensidn O
Time, August 22, 1996). No Response from Triple/&3 received.

Additionally, since August 22. 1996, Triple G hast nesponded to nhumerous Orders of this court r®nge
Status Reports (i.e., September 17, 1997; Nove2wel997; and May 14, 1998 (corrected May 26, 1998)

° NJK has repeatedly stated that in this cade fthe real party in interest” (e.g., AppearanGzorge W.
Pendygraft, July 16, 1996; Footnote 7, Brief In gapp Of Motion For Summary Judgment, November 5,
1999). Such a characterization is incorrect as Q@litAnot designate NJK “the real party in intereist’its
Order.

In its Brief In Support Of Motion For Summarydgment (November 5, 1999), NJK wrote in Footnate 7
“Petitioner recognizes that good character andhfifed assurance information may need to be updatédht

of the reversion of Triple Gs interests to NJK Farm. . NJK Farms anticipates submitting good atier and
financial assurance information in conformity with 13-19-4-2, et seqand IC [13-22-9-1, et seqwithin a
reasonable time after this Court determines that@neenview Landfill permit application was imprdge
denied.”
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I. Issues for Summary Judgment as Represented by.BK

(1) Did IDEM err by denying the Greenview Landfiérmit application under color
of the unpromulgated “20-year rule”?

(2) Did IDEM err by denying the Greenview Landfgermit when IDEM applied
unascertainable standards concerning local andnmalgneed?

3) Has IDEM unreasonably delayed and unlawfullithireld approval of the
Greenview Landfill permit application?

lll.  Undisputed Facts
The Chief Administrative Law Judge finds the foliag facts undisputed:

A. NJK and Triple G were in privity of contractofition agreement”) regarding an option
held by Triple G to purchase real estate locateHauntain County, Indiana, owned by
NJK. The real estate was the proposed landfél aitGreenview Landfill.

B. The option agreement, in part, provided:

If at any time any such monthly payment is past duesixty (60) days or more, at
Owner’s [NJK’s] sole election the Option can be daeed null and void and of no
legal effect. . . . [Ulnder such circumstances, whe Option Holder has not
performed as required . . . Option Holder hereby atges as settlement in full of any
claims . . . that Owner might have against Option ldider to convey free and clear all
of Option Holder’s right and interest that it has now in the application for a solid
waste landfill permit now pending before the Indiara Department of Environmental
Management (including all maps, studies. and any formation related to such

application or landfill).

C. When Triple G failed to make certain requir@tian payments, NJK notified Triple G of
its failure and claimed ownership of the real estatd the permit application.
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IV.  Findings of Fact and Discussion
A. NJK is an “indispensable party”.

NJK has described a contractual arrangement betiwegle G (the option holder) and NJK (the
owner of real estate in Fountain County, Indianajtered into by the parties on July 3, 1989, it
was first amended July 3, 19910n March 14, 1996, NJK informed Triple G of itslfire to
make required option payments. Pursuant to terntkeoSecond Amendment to their Option
Agreement (dated July 2, 1993; later extended ogu&u26, 1994), NJK declared the Option
null and void and of no legal effect.

On July 12, 1996, NJK filed a Motion for Substitutiof Real Party in Interest. In its Motion,
NJK asserted:

Triple G’s interest in the proposed site of the Grenview Landfill accordingly no longer
exists. Triple G’s option interests have accordirlg reverted to NJK Farms, Inc.’s, [sic] the
owner of the real estate and now the owner of thegpmit application.

The IDEM responded that “NJK did not file a petititor review of IDEM’s denial of Triple G’s
application for a solid waste facility permit withthe jurisdictional time limits set forth in IC 4-
21.5-3-7(a).2 The IDEM further stated:

IDEM has had no opportunity under the present permi application to determine the good
character of NJK pursuant to IC 13-7-10.2-3 (recodied as IC 13-19-4-2, IC 13-19-4-3, and
IC 13-19-4-5) or to request a financial net worth lsowing from NJK pursuant to IC 13-7-22-
2 (recodified as IC 13-20-2-1 et.seg. [sic]) becauslJK did not sign the permit application.

NJK, in part, respondet:

By claiming that Triple G’s permit application has not reverted to NJK, IDEM tortiously
[sic] interferes with the contract rights of NJK in its contract with Triple G and tortiously
[sic] attempts to take NJK’s property rights. When Triple G failed to maintain its option,
Triple G’s rights, including the permit application, reverted to NJK.

" Copies of the original option agreement andfitlse amendment to the option agreement were fieted to the
court as designated materials with the Motion fom&ary Judgment, and were not previously suppbeithé
court. (On July 12, 1996, NJK provided copiestaf March 14, 1996, Lapse of Option Agreement letied
the August 26, 1994 extension of the option agreem®n October 7, 1996, NJK provided a copy of ibly
2, 1993, Second Amendment To Option Agreement deoam

8 IDEM'’s Response in Opposition to Motion for Stitution of Real Party in Interest. August 16969
® Motion of NJK Farms, Inc. to (1) Grant Its Untested [sic] Motion for Substitution of Real Pantylnterest,

and (2) Strike IDEM’s “Response and Opposition totidn for Substitution of Real Party in InteresD¢tober
7,1996.
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On October 20, 1996, the OEA Ordered that NJK beepbas an indispensable party. The court
noted that NJK’s Motion had not been opposed bglé& 6.

B. Does NJK have a legally protected right topkemit application?
The NJK/Triple G option agreement, in part, prodde

If at any time any such monthly payment is past duesixty (60) days or more, at Owner’s
[NJK’s] sole election the Option can be deemed nulind void and of no legal effect. . . .
[Ulnder such circumstances, where Option Holder hasot performed as required . . .
Option Holder hereby agrees as settlement in fullfaany claims . . . that Owner might have
against Option Holder to convey free and clear albf Option Holder’s right and interest that
it has now in the application for a solid waste ladfill permit now pending before the
Indiana Department of Environmental Management (induding all maps, studies, and any
information related to such application or landfill).

Indiana courts have long established a powerfuisb@garding a citizen’s right to enforce a
contract. The Indiana Court of Appeals renewesl phinciple in 1999 when they wroté:

Our supreme court has recently confirmed its comminent to advancing the public policy in
favor of enforcing contracts. Indiana courts recogize that it is in the best interest of the
public not to unnecessarily restrict person’s freedm to contract. Thus, as a general rule,
the law allows competent adults the utmost libertyn entering into contracts which, when
entered into freely and voluntarily, will be enforeed by the courts. Nevertheless, despite the
very strong presumption of enforceability, courts fave refused to enforce private
agreements that contravene statute, clearly tend tmjure the public in some way, or are
otherwise contrary to the declared public policy ofindiana. [References omitted.]

Therefore, unless the NJK/Triple G option agreentemntravenes statute, clearly tends to injure
the public in some way, or would otherwise be camytto the declared public policy of Indiana,
an appropriate court should strive to enforce tharact.

10 1d., Exhibit A.

1 peoples Bank & Trust Co. v. Prjcél4 N.E.2d 712, 716 (Ind.App. 1999).
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C. Does NJK have a property right in the permgl@aation?

The Indiana Supreme Court, in writing that thereswa contractual right in a wholesale liquor
dealer's permit, stated “[tjhe permit then is dlyi@a creature of statute, and the rights of the
permittee are such, and such only, as the statws.f> More recently, another Indiana court
wrote regarding an alcoholic beverage permit, [pdrty interests are created and defined by
state law.** According to 329 IAC 2-8-7(a)(l regarding the effect of permit issuance by the
Solid Waste Management Board, [t]he issuance @&rm does not[] convey any property rights
of any sort, or any exclusive privileges”.

We can legally infer that since there is no propeight in a landfill permit, that there is no
property right in a landfill permit applicatioft That is not to say there might not be some other
“private interest*® that NJK may recover from Triple G in a court @fmpetent jurisdiction.
This court, however, need not address any suchizalge interest for purpose of disposing of
this proceeding.

The Indiana Supreme Court, in 1889, wrbte:

A license issued under the law regulating the salef intoxicating liquors has neither the

gualities of a contract nor of property, but merelyforms a part of the internal police system
of the state. No one can acquire a vested right eamere statutory privilege so as to bind the
state, or to prevent a change of policy as the varng interests of society may require.
[References omitted.]

This very principle, in these exact words, wasereited by the Court fifty-six years latér.

State ex rel. Indiana Alcoholic Beverage Commissi. Superior Court of Marion Count$22 N.E.2d 9, 10
(Ind. 1954).

13 Eagles Nest. Inc., Matter p7 B.R. 337, 339 (Bkrtcy.N.D.Ind. 1986).

1" Indiana Administrative Code. 1992 ed.
I.e., modus tolens (if P> Q, and Q is false, then infer ~P).

According to the NJK/Triple G option agreemendK\claims rights to “Option Holder’s right and ingst that it
has now in the application for a solid waste lahgfermit now pending before the Indiana Departmeit
Environmental Management (including all maps, stadiand any information related to such applicaton
landfill)”, from Motion Of NJK Farms, Inc. to (1) @nt Its Uncontested [sic] Motion for SubstitutiohReal
Party in Interest and (2) Strike IDEM’s “Responsel &pposition to Motion for Substitution of Realran
Interest”, Exhibit A, October 7, 1996. The workoguct of the permit application, the maps, studied
information collected for the application would pessible examples of NJK’s private interest.

" Moore v. City of Indianapoli22 N.E. 424, 427 (Ind. 1889).

18 State ex rel. Zeller v. Montgomery Circuit Co2 N.E.2d 149, 151 (Ind. 1945).
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The State can only recognize a property right iralaoholic beverage license or permit through
legal enactment in exercise of its police powens @tate’s overriding interest to preserve public
health, safety, and general welfare). Likewise 8tate’s basis in granting a landfill permit
flows from its police powers.

Without another legal basis to mitigate or circumve police powers of the State, the lack of a
property interest in a landfill permit will prevetitis court from conceding a property interest in
a landfill permit application. Such a conclusioncnsistent with the Pricdecision in that a
contract agreement that stood in opposition tarésts promulgated under the police powers of
Indiana would clearly tend to injure the pubic.

D. What if Indiana’s environmental laws are notlaar manifestation of public
policy?

The Indiana Supreme Court has recently clarifie@ahdistinct situations where courts have
refused to enforce private agreements on publicygrounds®® *

¥ 1t may be asked whether NJKs freedom to contpaeserves its ability to transfer an otherwise gmipable
interest in a landfill permit application. It ishierent in the subject matter of the NJK/Triple @atcact, that we
are dealing with a highly regulated arena whereetlegists the potential for great harm to the phblihere the
legislature has responded to a societal necessitgxpansive regulation. As mentioned herein,“thdiana
courts recognize that it is in the best interesthef public not to unnecessarily restrict persdréedom to
contract. Thus, as a general rule, the law allommpetent adults the utmost liberty in entering icontracts
which, when entered into freely and voluntarily)lvsie enforced by the courts.” Peoples Bank & Ti@s. v.
Price 714 N.E.2d 712, 716 (Ind.App. 1999). The Indi&wpreme Court has written, “[n}otwithstanding the
general rule of construction favoring the interptiein of statutes as constitutional, we cannot rigrthe clear
mandate of our state constitution limiting the powelegislation to impair the obligation of contta. If the
police power exception is construed too broadlyatld operate to eviscerate the constitutionatgamtion [of
the Indiana contract clause]. Virtually every Bgiive enactment could arguably be related to rorshfety,
health or welfare as a justification for legislatiinterference with pre-existing contractual rigatsl duties.”
Clem v. Christole. In¢.582 N.E.2d 780, 783 (Ind. 1991).

The Clemcourt, in citing_Dept of Financial Institutions Molt,108 N.E.2d 629, 634 (Ind. 1954), identified the
following elements to determine whether legislatioolated constitutional restraints: (1) The lawshaot be
arbitrary, unreasonable or patently beyond the sséties of the case. (2) The legislature may nateurihe
guise of protecting public interests arbitrarilyerfere with private business or impose unnecessstyictions
upon lawful occupations. (3) If the law prohibitsat which is harmless in itself, or if it is unreaable and.
purely arbitrary, or requires that to be done whdoles not tend to promote the health, comfort, titgraafety

or welfare of society, it is an unauthorized exszadf power.

The Clemcourt provided further guidance by writing, “[ojrthose statutes which are necessary for the genera
public and reasonable under the circumstancesnittiistand the contract clause. It is only thisdahecessary
police power, rather than the general police powich provides the exception to the contract @du€lem

at 784. It is beyond the jurisdiction of this cotw determine whether the statutes which estaliligh
environmental management laws concerning solid evdandfills are constitutional. The presumption of
constitutionality leads this court to find that buwiles were based on the State’s necessary poieers and
that there is no conflict between this case andhhals contract clause.

20 Continental Basketball Ass'n. Inc. v. Ellenst&interprisesinc., 669 N.E.2d 134, 139 (Ind. 1996).

2L These three situations were cited by P¢ind.App. 1999) as quoted herein.
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(i) agreements that contravene statute; (ii) agreeemts that clearly tend to injure the public
in some way; and (iii) agreements that are otherwescontrary to the declared public policy
of Indiana.

In this situation, for the first of the ContinentBhsketballsituations, the various applicable
statutes are silent on the issue of the transfiésabf a pending permit applicatiof.

However, for the second of the Continental Baskbtkituations, the presence of statutes that
protect the public from improper operation of sohdste disposal facilitiesde generally, IC
13-19 through IC 13-28] provide ample evidence of the legislatively redagd injury to the
public from the transfer of a permit application # party that had not satisfied these
requirements. The NJK/Triple G contract agreemstands in opposition to interests
promulgated under the police powers of Indiana\andld, therefore, clearly tend to injure the
public’?* The second of the Continental Baskethsituations appears to be met in this
circumstance.

Further, regarding the third of the Continental ligdibsall situations, the Indiana Supreme Court
has established, in the absence of declared popdlicy, that®®

Where public policy is not explicit, we look to theoverall implications of constitutional and
statutory enactments, practices of officials and jdicial decisions to disclose the public
policy of this State. Where there is not a clear manifestation of public plicy we will find an
agreement void only if it has a tendency to injurg¢he public, is against the public good or is
inconsistent with sound policy and good morals.

One well-established public policy of this State igrotecting the welfare of children.
Expressed by all three branches of Indiana governnm, this policy is of the utmost
importance. [Emphasis added. References omitted.]

%2 Here, the permit application has been deniedthaddenial is the subject of the Petition for Rewiiled by
Triple G on or about November 7, 1991.

% E.g., specific statutes require (1) the demotistraof need for solid waste management faciliti 13-7-10-
1.5; recodified as IC 13-20-1-2); (2) the demortiira that parties building and operating landfise
financially sound (IC 13-7-22-2(c); recodified & IB-20-2-1) and. (3) impose good character reqoéets for
solid waste management permits (IC 13-7-10.2-3yd#died as IC 13-19-4-2, IC 13-19-4-3, and IC 134t9).

NJK acknowledged the need to provide good chareaamer financial assurance information when it wrote,
“NJK Farms anticipates submitting good charactat famancial assurance information in conformity lwiC
13-19-4-2,et seq., and IC 13-22-9-1¢t seq., within a reasonable time after this Court deteas that the
Greenview Landfill permit application was impropedenied. $ee footnote 7, NJK’s Brief in Support of
Motion for Summary Judgment, November 5, 1999).

4 Failure to meet the legislatively established ieguents for obtaining a solid waste managemennjpawould
subject the public to unreasonable risks.

% Straub v. B.M.T. by Todds45 N.E.2d 597, 599 (Ind. 1994) (holding thatrecpnception agreement purporting
to absolve the father of liability was void and ofe@ceable as against public policy).
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Analogous to the Strautase, another well-established public policy o thtate is protecting
the environment. As in _Strauhll three branches of Indiana government haveessed the
importance of protecting Indiana’s environment. eT&eneral Assembly, through the Indiana
Code provides, among other things, that a persom mtentionally, knowingly, or recklessly
violates environmental management laws commitsaa<CD felony (IC 13-30-6-1 (a)(1)). The
Indiana Court of Appeals, in discussing the intafnthe General Assembly in adopting IC 13-7-
22-2(c), wrote®®

The obvious purpose of the statute is to protect thcitizens of Indiana by ensuring that
landfill operators have certain financial stability to be able to maintain and operate a
landfill responsibly.

Lastly, the Indiana Department of Environmental lsligement provides and coordinates a wide
range of air, water and solid waste managementeafiokcement services for the citizens of

Indiana (see IC 18t seq.). The third of the Continental Basketbsiluations also appears to be

met in this circumstance.

Thus, it appears clear in this situation that ttesirt should refuse to enforce the terms of the
NJK/Triple G contract as it pertains to the trangfethe permit application for the Greenview
Landfill on public policy grounds as establishedthg Continental Basketbadburt.

E. What of Triple G?

Triple G stated their intent to respond to the NMIgtion for Substitution of Real Party in
Interest by August 15, 1996. This court granted Triple G’s requested ExtensibTime to
Respond to September 16, 1996. No Response frijpte T3 was received.

Additionally, since September 16, 1996, Triple G hat responded to numerous Orders of this
court requesting Status Reports (i.e., Septemberld97; November 24. 1997; and May 14,
1998 (corrected May 26, 1998)) in spite of beinigralfed the opportunity to be a participant in
this cause. Triple G had failed to pursue its ggérn this cause.

According to the Indiana Secretary of State’s @ffi€riple G Landfills, Inc. was administratively
dissolved as a recognized Indiana corporation orcM3, 1999.

F. Findings made above which constitute a ConatusioLaw material to this final
determination are herein incorporated as such.

% prosser v. J.M. Corp629 N.E.2d 904, 909 (Ind.App. 4 Dist. 1994).

" Triple G’s Motion for Leave to Respond, July 1896.
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V. Conclusions of Law

The Chief Administrative Law Judge (“CALJ”) concksl as a matter of law, based on the
foregoing Undisputed Facts, Findings of Fact andcOssion, that (1) the Office of
Environmental Adjudication has jurisdiction overettsubject matter and parties to this
proceeding.

Further, the CALJ concludes as a matter of lawtl{a) NJK: (a) may have a recoverable private
interest in work product materials produced by [Eri® during the permit application process;
(b) may not enforce, as opposing interests prontedgander the police powers of Indiana, the
terms of the NJK/Triple G contract as it pertainghe transfer of the permit application for the
Greenview Landfill; (c) in the alternative, may nenforce, as a matter of public policy, the
terms of the NJK/Triple G contract as it pertainghe transfer of the permit application for the
Greenview Landfill; and (d) is not a real party imerest or successor in interest with a
justiciable right that falls within the subject reatjurisdiction of this court.

Furthermore, the CALJ concludes as a matter of (@8\that Triple G: (a) has failed to pursue its
interests in this cause; and (b) was administritiviissolved as a recognized Indiana
corporation by the Indiana Secretary of State onci&, 1999.

VI. Order

The Chief Administrative Law Judge hereD¥ENIES NJK’s Motion for Summary Judgment.

FURTHERMORE, this coursua sponte DISMISSES Triple G’s Petition for Review and

DISMISSES NJK’s claim as an Indispensable Party, Real Partinterest, and Successor in
Interest. Any other pending Motions are her€@BNIED. The parties are hereby notified that
this order filly disposes of this matter. No fietlproceedings are necessary.

VII. Appeal Rights

You are hereby notified that pursuant to IC 4-24-5; the Office of Environmental

Adjudication serves as the Ultimate Authority innadistrative review of decisions of the
Commissioner of the IDEM. This is a Final Ordebjsat to Judicial Review consistent with
applicable provisions of IC 4-21.5. Pursuant to4k21.5-5-5, a Petition for Judicial Review is
timely only if it is filed with a civil court of competent jurisdiction within thirty (30) days after
the date this notice is served.

IT IS SO ORDERED in Indianapolis, Indiana this 17th day of NovemI&€00.

Wayne Penrod,
Chief Administrative Law Judge
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